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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Non-Final Office Action in response to the communication 
received on October 18, 2004. Claims 1-24 are now pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 based on Supreme Court 
precedent, and recent Federal Circuit decisions, the Office's guidance to examiners is 
that a § 101 process must (1) be tied to another statutory class (such as a particular 
apparatus) or (2) transform underlying subject matter (such as an article or materials) to 
a different state or thing. Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Flook, 
437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane 
V. Deener, 94 U.S. 780,787-88 (1876). 

4. An example of a method claim that would not qualify as a statutory process 
would be a claim that recited purely mental steps. Thus, to qualify as a § 101 statutory 
process, the claim should positively recite the other statutory class (the thing or product) 
to which it is tied, for example by identifying the apparatus that accomplishes the 
method steps, or positively recite the subject matter that is being transformed, for 
example by identifying the material that is being changed to a different state. 

Here, applicant's method steps, fail the first prong of the new Federal Circuit decision 
since they are not tied to another statutory class and can be preformed without the use 
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of a particular apparatus. Thus, claims 1-13 are non-statutory since they may be 
preformed within the human mind. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-7, 11-16 and 20-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Pomerance (U.S. 7,343,295). 

As per claim 14, Pomerance discloses a method for managing Internet consumer 
complaints 
comprising: 

receiving a complaint from an Internet consumer in electronic format regarding 
the Internet consumer's interaction with an internet merchant (col. 3, lines 61-67; col. 4, 
lines 58-63; Consumers may register complaints with a dispute system.); 

forwarding the complaint to the Internet merchant for an Internet merchant's 
response (col. 4, lines 1-6; col. 4, lines 63-67; col. 5, lines 59-67; The complaint is 
forwarded to the merchant in that the merchant's rules/policies for handling complaints 
are reviewed.); 
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receiving any Internet mercliant's response (col. 4, lines 7-12; A result of the 
review of the merchant's rules/policies for handling complaints is determined.); 

displaying the complaint and any Internet merchant's response on a publicly 
accessible Internet site for a plurality of Internet users' opinions of righteousness (col. 5, 
lines 6-9; col. 6, lines 48-66; Merchants' records are made public); 

receiving at least one of the Internet users' opinions of righteousness in 
electronic format (col. 5, lines 2-15; The Internet users' opinions of righteousness are 
reflected in whether the user has accepted the merchant's offer of a resolution.); and 

displaying the Internet users' opinions of righteousness on the Internet site as a 
numerical representation (col. 5, lines 2-15; The status of the case, which reflects 
whether or not the Internet user's opinion of the resolutions was fair, is displayed as part 
of the merchant's public record.). 

As per claim 15, Pomerance discloses the method as claimed in claim 14 further 
comprising verifying the origination of each Internet user's opinion of righteous (col. 5, 
lines 30-46; Figure 3B; User's must register and receive a unique identifier in order to 
submit a complaint, thereby enabling the system to verify the identity of the user 
submitting the complaint.). 

As per claim 16, Pomerance discloses the method as claimed in claim 15 further 
comprising displaying the opinions of users other than the consumer or merchant (col. 
5, lines 2-15; The status of the case, which reflects whether or not Internet users' 
opinions of resolutions were fair, is displayed as part of the merchant's public record.). 
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As per claim 20, the method as claimed in claim 14 wherein the Internet users' 
opinions of righteousness includes an analysis of the credibility of the Internet merchant 
and the Internet consumer (See Table 10 in col. 23-24, where a user complaint includes 
their feelings about the merchant and whether the user believes they are being treated 

fairly.). 

As per claim 21, the method as claimed in claim 14 wherein the Internet users' 
opinions of righteousness includes an analysis of the Internet user's prior interaction 
with the Internet merchant (col. 7, lines 13-18; The complaint registered by the user may 
include information related to prior interaction with the merchant such as purchases and 
membership of buyer's clubs.). 

As per claim 22, the method as claimed in claim 14 wherein the step of 
forwarding the complaint to the Internet merchant for the Internet merchant's response 
includes automatically forwarding the complaint to the Internet merchant (col. 4, line 65- 
col. 5, line 2). 

Claims 1-7, 1 1-13 and 23-24 recite subject matter similar to that already rejected 
above. Therefore, claims 1-7, 11-13 and 23-24 are rejected on the same basis as 
claims 14-16 and 20-22 above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 8-1 0 and 1 7-1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pomerance (U.S. 7,343,295) and Tewari et al. (U.S. 7,363,361). 

As per claims 17-19, Pomerance does not expressly disclose wherein the step of 
verifying the origination of each Internet user's opinion of righteous includes determining 
the Internet user's Internet Protocol address of a computer used by the Internet user; 
comparing the Internet user's Internet Protocol address to an Internet Protocol address 
assigned to the Internet merchant when the Internet merchant's response was received; 
or comparing the Internet user's Internet Protocol address to an Internet Protocol 
address assigned to the Internet consumer when the complaint was received. Tewari et 
al. discloses using a user's IP address and/or URL to authenticate the user (col. 49, 
lines 3-17 and 32-33). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Pomerance to use a user's IP 
address and/or URL to authenticate the user as doing so ensures that the user is who 
they say they are by identifying the computer they are coming from, thereby enhancing 
the integrity of the complaint system. 
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Claims 8-10 recite subject matter similar to that already rejected above. 
Therefore, claims 8-10 are rejected on the same basis as claims 17-19 above. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Martherus et al. (U.S. 7,194,764) discusses verifying identity of a user by 
comparing the user's IP address to an IP addresses called for by the 

authorization rule; 

• Walker et al. (U.S. 7,383,200) discusses receiving customer feedback about 
products/services. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to C. Michelle Tarae whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6727. The examiner can normally be reached Monday - Friday from 8:30am to 
5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Van Doren, can be reached at 571-272-6737. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/C. Michelle Tarae/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



June 20, 2008 



